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It  is  within  the  context  of  the  powers,  duties,  and  goals  of 
the  State  Board  of  Public  Welfare  that  we  have  undertaken  to  develop 
this  document.* 

The  State  Board  of  Public  Welfare  is  firmly  established  by  the 
Administrative  Code  of  the  Commonwealth,  has  had  a continuity  within  its 
membership  which  has  spanned  many  Administrations , and  has  remained  firmly 
committed  to  political  nonpartisanship.  Therefore,  as  a body,  it  functions 
cooperatively  with,  but  independent  from  the  administration  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Public  Welfare.  It  feels  free  to  make  its  own  independent  decisions 
about  the  Department  and  the  public  welfare  system  within  the  State,  and 
makes  its  collective  judgements  known  to  those  whom  it  has  a responsibility 
to  advise.  Although  salaried  by  the  Department,  staff  to  the  State  Board  is 
responsible  to  the  Board  alone. 

The  Board,  we  believe,  has  a unique  and  distinctive  role  to  play 
during  the  transition  from  one  State  administration  to  another.  Free  as 
it  is  from  the  necessity  to  focus  its  concerns  on  the  day-to-day  operation 
of  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare,  the  Board  can  observe  the  overall 
trends  and  directions  of  the  Department.  As  "outside  observers"  Board 
members  are  not  part  of  the  authority  structure,  and  are  not  obligated  to 
defend  or  justify  the  actions  of  the  Department  and  its  staff.  Unlike 
administrative  boards,  an  advisory  board  cannot  take  credit  for  success  nor 
responsibility  for  failure,  although,  in  the  long  run,  we  always  hope  that 
we  will  exert  a positive  influence  in  helping  to  encourage  and  shape  the 
development  of  a humane  and  administratively  rational  system  of  public 
welfare  services  in  Pennsylvania. 

We  are  pleased,  therefore,  to  submit  to  Governor  Thornburgh,  the 
Secretary  of  Public  Welfare,  and  the  1979  General  Assembly  of  Pennsylvania 
this  series  of  recommendations  for  their  consideration  and  action.  They 
are  derived  from  the  collective  observations  and  experience  of  the  Board 
members  whose  individual  association  with  us  range  from  more  than  15  years 
to  less  than  6 months.  To  the  extent  possible,  we  have  limited  ourselves 
to  reviewing  issues  of  concern  to  us  which  transcend  those  of  any  single 
program  within  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare;  those  problems  generally 
are  well-documented  by  the  outgoing  Administration.  Our  concerns  are  the 
universal  concerns  for  the  design,  management  and  execution  of  a system  of 
services  that  will  best  meet  the  needs  of  the  citizens  of  Pennsylvania. 
Unfortunately,  because  of  our  desire  to  be  as  brief  as  possible,  it  has  been 
necessary  to  chronicle  what  is  "wrong"  with  our  public  xvelfare  service 
system,  and  not  give  appropriate  credit  for  the  many  services  that  do  reach 
and  touch  the  people  of  Pennsylvania. 

The  problems  of  the  system  are  serious;  that  cannot  be  minimized. 
And  they  did  not  become  that  way  in  just  the  past  year,  the  past  8 years,  or 
even  the  past  two  decades  since  the  creation  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Welfare  in  1958.  In  fact,  some  of  the  problems  we  describe  were  built-in 
at  its  inception.  Regretfully,  20  years  later,  they  still  exist.  There 
have  been  many  missed  opportunities  during  that  time  to  bring  corrective 
actions  to  bear,  but  for  one  reason  or  another  it  was  easier  not  to  deal  with 
the  modifications  of  the  total  public  welfare  system  that  are  so  urgently 
needed.  We  cannot  blame  any  single  Administration,  any  single  Secretary  of 
Welfare,  any  single  General  Assembly,  any  political  party,  or  any  single 
special  interest  group.  All  must  share  responsibility. 


*See  Appendix  vl  for  statement  of  power,  duties  and  goals  of  the  State  Board 
of  Public  Welfare. 
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We  do  not  believe  that  there  will  ever  be  a "right"  time  to  correct 
the  imbalances  of  the  system.  It  x<7ill  never  politically  be  the  right  time; 
it  will  never  fiscally  be  the  right  time;  and  it  will  never  administratively 
be  the  right  time. 

For  those  reasons  we  submit  that  now  is  the  right  time  for  change, 
and  we  ask  the  commitment  of  government  at  the  State  and  local  levels,  the 
public  and  private  human  service  industry,  citizens,  and  consumers  to  join 
us  in  our  efforts  to  lay  the  groundwork  for  welcoming  the  21st  Century  to  a 
great  Commonwealth  that  is  prepared  to  serve  its  people  with  care  and  concern 
for  all. 


Msgr.  John  C.  McCarren,  Chairperson 
State  Board  of  Public  Welfare 
January  2,  1979 
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Summary  of  Recommendations 


For  the  purpose  of  manageable  discussion,  we  have  divided  our 
presentation  into  eight  areas  of  major  concern.  In  each  section  we  have 
made  specific  recommendations  for  action  by  the  Governor,  the  General 
Assembly,  and/or  the  Secretary  of  Public  Welfare.  The  system  is  complex; 
there  is  an  overlapping  and  interaction  of  all  its  parts  ; and  the  result 
is  that  the  solution  to  any  single  problem  will  not  solve  the  overall 
problems  of  the  system.  Nor,  on  the  other  hand,  will  an  unsolved  problem 
destroy  the  whole.  Therefore,  for  purposes  of  orderly  presentation,  the 
following  summary  of  recommendations  is  likewise  keyed  to  the  major  areas 
of  concern  reviewed  in  the  body  of  the  document. 

I.  SOCIAL  SERVICE  DELIVERY  SYSTEMS 

RECOMMENDATIONS : 

LEGISLATIVE: 

We  recommend  that  the  General  Assembly  recreate  (or  develop  an 
alternative  study  Commission)  the  State  and  Local  Welfare  Commission 
originally  established  by  Act  252  of  the  1961  General  Assembly.  It 
would  be  expected  that  the  charge  to  the  Commission  be  the  same  as 
that  in  1961:  to  formulate  a plan  to  reallocate  Public  Welfare 
responsibilities  and  functions  among  the  State,  Counties,  and  service 
agencies . 

GOVERNOR: 

I.  We  recommend  that  the  Governor  adopt  the  integration  of 
social  service  programs  as  a priority  task  for  the  Department  of 
Public  Welfare  during  the  next  four  years.  The  functional  respon- 
sibility for  integration  planning  should  rest  with  the  Department 
rather  than  with  the  Governor's  Office  of  Human  Resources. 

II.  Likewise  we  recommend  that  the  function  now  assumed  by 
the  Commonwealth  Child  Development  Committee  be  returned  to  the 
Department  of  Public  Welfare. 

III.  Also,  we  recommend  that  the  Governor  join  the  State 
Board  in  promoting  a newly  created  State-Local  Welfare  Commission. 

SECRETARY  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE: 


I.  If  the  above  recommendation  to  the  General  Assembly 
should  be  acted  upon,  the  Department  must  be  prepared  to  provide 
expert  staff  leadership  to  the  Commission  to  assist  it  to  carry 
out  its  duties,  and  to  assure  the  full  cooperation  of  the  Department. 

II.  If  there  is  no  legislative  enactment,  we  recommend  that 
negotiations  begin  immediately  with  the  County  Commissioners 
Association  and  with  individual  counties  (or  multi-county  areas) 
to  replicate  the  United  Services  Agency  elsewhere  in  the  State, 
or  to  install  alternative  integrated  systems. 

III.  We  recommend  a thorough  and  complete  review  of  the 
institutional-community  care  system  with  explicit  actions  to  be 
taken  to  assure  that  an  appropriate  community  care  system  exists 
to  meet  the  needs  of  those  released  from  institutional  care. 
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IV.  A complete  analysis  should  be  undertaken  to  assess  the 
current  role  of  the  County  Assistance  Offices  in  the  provision  of 
social  services.  A decision  must  be  made  as  to  their  future  role 
in  the  direct  provision  of  Title  Id  services  as  well  as  what  role 
they  should  have,  if  any,  in  Title  XX  purchase-of-service 
decision-making . 

II.  PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

LEGISLATIVE: 


We  recommend  that  the  General  Assembly,  through  its  committee 
structure,  convene  public  hearings  throughout  the  State  to  receive 
testimony  regarding  social  welfare  goals  for  the  Commonwealth.  The 
statement  of  goals  then  developed  should  be  translated  into  the 
Public  Welfare  Code  to  provide  an  overall  conceptual  framework  for 
the  operation  of  the  public  human  services  program.  Inherent  in 
such  legislation  should  be  the  establishment  of  indicators  to 
measure  at  any  time,  the  quality  of  life  of  the  Commonwealth's 
human  service  programs.  Also  see  recommendation  on  State-Local 
Welfare  Commission,  Section  I. 

GOVERNOR: 


We  recommend  that  the  Governor  require  that  the  Department  of 
Public  Welfare  (and  other  administrative  agencies  as  well) , within 
the  first  six  months  of  the  administration,  develop  a concise  and 
written  set  of  objectives  for  the  Department  as  a whole,  and  each 
program  within  it.  Included  should  be  a plan  for  measuring  accom- 
plishment against  those  objectives,  with  clear  enumeration  of  the 
indicators  to  be  used. 

SECRETARY  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE: 

It  is  recommended  that  the  Secretary  immediately  appoint  a 
senior  executive  for  the  coordination  of  all  policy  and  program 
development  within  the  Department.  This  person  should  report 
directly  to  the  Secretary  and  be  given  sufficient  position  status, 
staff,  and  authority  to  assure  that  his  planning  coordination 
function  is  real.  His  responsibility  should  also  include  oversight 
of  the  budget  and  personnel  allocation  systems  within  the  Department. 

He  should  be  responsible  for  designing  an  overall  comprehensive  planning 
and  evaluation  system  to  include  the  functions  enumerated  in  our 
summary  statement.  Without  centralized  authority  for  integration  of 
Departmental  planning  mechanisms  to  implement  change,  existing 
fragmentation  will  undoubtedly  worsen. 

III.  ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  IVELFARE 
RECOMMENDATIONS : 

LEGISLATIVE: 


None.  (These  problems  require  administrative,  rather  than 
legislative,  solutions). 
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GOVERNOR: 

We  reconrmend  that  the  Governor  charge  his  new  Secretary/  of 
Public  Welfare  with  a careful  analysis  of  the  effectiveness  of 
the  Department's  current  organization  within  the  first  six  months, 
and  implements  any  necessary  changes. 

SECRETARY  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE; 


We  recommend  that  the  Secretary  develop,  as  a result  of  the 
Governor's  charge  above,  a functional  reorganization  that  will 
enhance  the  Department's  ability  to:  define  the  need  for  services; 
establish  goals  and  objectives  for  the  Department  as  a whole;  plan 
and  implement  programs  to  accomplish  objectives;  develop  monitoring 
and  evaluation  capability  to  assess  operations. 

IV.  REGIONALIZATION 
RECOMMENDATIONS : 

LEGISLATIVE; 


None.  (These  problems  require  administrative  solutions). 
GOVERNOR : 


Abolish  the  non-civil  service  regional  Deputy  Secretary 
positions . 

SECRETARY  OF  PUBLIC  TOLFARE : 


Design  a functional  organization  for  regional  operations. 
V.  INSTITUTIONAL  AND  COMMUNITY  PROGRAMMING 
RECOMMENDATIONS : 

LEGISLATIVE: 


We  recommend  that  adequate  funding  be  assured  for  necessary 
residual  institutional  care  during  the  transition  from  an 
institution-based  system  to  a community-based  system. 

GOVERNOR : 


We  recommend  that  all  efforts  of  the  Commonwealth  should  be 
directed  at  this  time  and  in  the  future  to  foster  the  integration 
of  service  at  the  delivery  level.  The  goal  must  be  the  achievement 
of  a coordinated  network  of  comprehensive  human  services,  institu- 
tional and  community-based,  that  are  accessible  and  responsive  to 
all  citizens  who  need  help.  The  current  fragmentation,  duplicative 
administration,  and  overlap  of  roles  and  responsibilities  must  cease 
if  the  Commonwealth  is  ever  to  have  an  efficient,  programatically 
sound  and  cost  effective  system  of  human  services.  See  also 
Section  I - Social  Service  Delivery  Systems. 

SECRETARY  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE: 

I.  We  recommend  that  there  must  be  a phased  long-range  plan, 
specific  in  its  steps  and  executed  with  the  maximum  input  of  the 
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citizenry,  to  reduce  the  number  and  size  of  state  institutions. 
But  in  the  meantime,  existing  institutional  programs  must  be 
adequately  and  professionally  staffed  and  physical  plants 
maintained  to  meet  fire  and  safety  code  regulations. 

II.  There  must  be  the  concurrent  development  of 
community  programs  to  meet  the  needs  of  each  person  who  is 
released  from  institutional  care,  or  v^ho  now  or  in  the  future 
is  to  be  prevented  from  requiring  institutional  care, 

MANPOWER  AND  TRAINING 

RECOMMENDATIONS : 

LEGISLATIVE: 


'We  recommend  that  the  General  Assembly  work  cooperatively 
with  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  to  review  the  need  and 
potential  sources  of  funds  for  a professional  education  program  to 
prevent  the  quality  of  social  welfare  services  to  Pennsylvanians 
from  further  regression.  Emphasis  should  be  given  to  th.e  training 
of  persons  who  choose  to  work  in  community  level  programs  which,  are 
funded  by  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare,  or  whose  major  sources 
of  funds  are  public  monies  through  contractual  agreements  with  the 
State.  Also  see  recommendation  IV  under  Secretary  of  Public  Welfare 
below. 

GOVERNOR; 


We  recommend  that  the  Governor  restore  the  integrity  of  the 
Civil  Service  Commission,  and  assure  that  all  jobs  are  given  on 
the  basis  of  measured  merit.  We  further  recommend  a complete  review 
of  promotions  without  examination  (501  Civil  Service  Regulations) 
within  the  Department. 

SECRETARY  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE: 


We  recommend  that  priority  be  given  to: 

I.  A complete  review,  analysis,  and  rewrite  of  job/position 
classifications  used  by  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare. 

II.  Identification  of  the  skills  and  knowledge  required  for 
adequate  job  performance  at  all  levels  of  the  Department,  and 
addition  of  appropriate  training  requirements.  This  will  require 
strong  input  from  the  unions  and  professional  associations. 

III.  A needs  assessment  for  training  with  a clear  rationale 
for  determining  x^7hat  can  be  done  through  in-service  training  and 
what  must  be  acquired  through  other  sources.  This  should  include 
a definitive  plan  for  the  use  of  Title  XX  training  funds,  control 
of  which  should  be  returned  to  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare. 

IV.  Place  an  immediate  freeze  on  501  promotions  until 
recommendations  I,  II,  and  III  are  completed. 


V.  Development  of  an  affirmative  action  training  plan. 
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VII.  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE  GRANTS 


RECOMMENDATIONS : 
LEGISLATIVE : 


We  recommend  that  the  General  Assembly  approve  the  Governor's 
request  for  a grant  increase  for  public  assistance  recipients. 
Should  the  Governor  not  make  such  a request,  we  recommend  at  least 
a five  per  cent  increase  be  granted. 

GOVERNOR: 


We  recommend  that  the  Governor  include  in  his  1979-80  budget 
an  increase  of  at  least  five  per  cent  for  Public  Assistance  grants. 

SECRETARY  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE: 


We  recommend  that  the  Secretary  inform  the  public  of  the 
current  living  standards  for  public  assistance  recipients,  and  to 
be  an  outspoken  advocate  for  the  impoverished.  We  recognize  that 
the  State  Board  of  Public  Welfare  has  a responsibility  to  help  in 
that  process. 

VIII.  CITIZEN  PARTICIPATION 
RECOMMENDATIONS : 

LEGISLATIVE: 


We  recommend  that  the  General  Assembly  cooperate  with  the 
State  Board  of  Public  Welfare  and  the  Department  to  draft  legis- 
lation which  will  realign  the  advisory  structure  of  the  Department 
to  conform  with  current  organization  and  function. 

GOVERNOR: 


We  recommend  that  the  Governor  give  citizen  participation 
in  government  a high  priority.  Specifically,  we  recommend  that 
the  work  begun  by  Stuart  Langton,  Ph.D.  on  the  participatory 
structures  in  Pennsylvania  be  carefully  reviewed.  If  it  is  found 
to  be  still  as  pertinent  as  we  believe,  it  should  be  continued. 

SECRETARY  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE: 


We  recommend  that  the  Secretary  establish  at  the  highest 
level  of  the  Department  a staff  office  with  authority  to  coordinate 
citizen  participation  at  all  levels. 


SOCIAL  SERVICE  DELIVERY  SYSTEMS: 


SOCIAL  SERVICE  DELIVERY  SYSTEMS  IN  PENNSYLVANIA  ARE  FRAGIIENTARY  AT 
BEST,  CHAOTIC  AT  WORST. 

Social  service  delivery  in  Pennsylvania  is  fragmented  not  only  by 
special- interest  programming,  but  by  political  jurisdiction  as  well.  Tnen 
the  Departments  of  Public  Assistance  and  Welfare  were  merged  in  1958,  the 
Merger  Committee  recommended  the  creation  of  a county  or  multi-county  welfare 
department  through  which  the  Department's  services  would  be  administered. 

The  State-Local  Welfare  Commission  in  their  report  of  May  1963  also  recommended 
an  integrated  service  administration  at  the  County  or  multi-County  level. 
Legislation  was  never  drafted  to  carry  out  the  recommendations  of  the 
Commission . 

'Since  the  1958  merger,  three  major  new  service  delivery  systems 
have  been  assigned  to  County  Government:  MH/MR  Community  Programs  (1966), 

Drug  and  Alcohol  (1973),  and  Aging  (1973).  These  actions  have  seriously 
compounded  an  already  fragmented  system,  and  complicated  the  financing  and 
supervising  of  the  delivery  of  social  services  to  Pennsylvania's  citizens. 

There  are  now  a total  of  five  basic  service  systems  for  which  the  county  has 
assigned  responsibility.  They  include  Children  and  Youth  Services,  Juvenile 
Probation,  Aging  Services,  Mental  Health/Mental  Retardation,  and  Drugs  and 
Alcohol.  Each  system  constitutes  a separate  agency  with  duplicated  adminis- 
trative and  other  functional  services. 

The  Department  of  Public  Welfare  continues  to  operate  direct 
community  service  agencies  as  well.  These  include  the  County  Assistance 
Offices  and  the  District  Offices  for  the  Visually  Handicapped.  In 
addition,  the  Department  operates  the  State  Mental  Hospitals,  the  State 
Centers  for  the  Retarded,  as  well  as  the  Youth  Development  Centers  and  Forestry 
Camps . 


We  believe  that  such  a costly,  complex,  and  untidy  system  of 
providing  services  to  the  citizens  of  Pennsylvania  has  many  undesirable 
effects  beyond  those  of  economics  alone.  Among  those  is  inaccessibility 
to  needed  services.  People  with  problems  are  forced  to  "shop"  for  the  right 
agency  to  help  them,  and  usually  have  to  be  content  with  whatever  the 
specialized  agency  that  might  "accept"  them  for  service  has  to  offer.  If 
other  services  are  needed,  they  may  or  may  not  be  referred  to  a system  that 
can  provide  them.  Families  with  problems  that  do  not  neatly  fall  within  the 
purview  of  a single  specialized  agency  either  must  deal  with  several  agencies 
at  once,  or  only  receive  partial  services.  We  point  to  the  plight  of  the 
family  that  is  poor  and  has  a blind  mentally  retarded  child,  an  emotionally 
troubled  acting-out  child,  and  an  aged  grandmother  living  with  them.  v'Jho  is 
responsible  for  seeing  that  the  needs  of  the  family  are  met:  The  County  Board 
of  Assistance?  The  District  Office  for  the  Visually  Handicapped?  Mental 
Health/Mental  Retardation?  The  Children  and  Youth  Agency?  The  Area  Agency 
on  the  Aging?  We  suggest  that  in  this  situation,  any  agency  t’nat  attempts  to 
deal  with  the  family,  as  a family,  x^/ill  be  invading  the  perceived  territory 
of  at  least  four  other  agencies. 

Another  problem  which  characterizes  the  fragmented  system  is  the 
disruption  of  continuity  of  care.  Such  problems  are  especially  to  be  found 
in  the  transition  from  the  institution  to  the  community  when  the  discharging 
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(State)  agent  relinquishes  responsibility  and  the  appropriate  (County) 
community  service  is  not  prepared  to  assume  care,  or  is  not  informed  of 
the  discharge  transaction.*  Other  kinds  of  continuity  problems  are  to 
be  found  when  specialized  community  agencies  provide  their  limited 
services  and  do  not  refer  people  to  other  agencies  for  needed  services  not 
in  their  repertory. 

Duplication  of  services  is  also  a serious  problem  in  a fragmented 
system.  With  few  exceptions,  the  services  provided  by  each  service  system 
are  virtually  the  same,  since  the  number  of  service  activities  required  to 
meet  human  need  are  finite.  We  are  quick  to  add  that  there  is  a certain 
degree  of  specialized  knowledge  necessary  to  meet  the  needs  of  different 
target  groups,  but  these  are  usually  well  within  the  knowledge  base  of  most 
professionals  or  can  be  learned  with  ease. 

The  State  Board  of  Public  Welfare,  in  the  past  and  now,  believes 
strongly 'that  there  must  be  a move  toward  service  integration  at  all  levels. 
Pennsylvania,  under  current  and  projected  economic  constraints,  cannot  afford 
to  perpetuate  a system  that  finances  a host  of  separate  and  duplicative 
administrative  structures  throughout  the  State.  Movement  must  be  made  toward 
consolidation  of  the  service  systems.  For  our  own  purposes  we  would  define 
service  integration  as  a service  delivery  system  characterized  by  a centralized 
administration  and  having  a single  point  of  entry  with  management  of  each  case 
through  service  delivery,  including  follow-up.  Any  number  of  structural 
arrangements  are  possible  for  the  organization  of  the  actual  service  provision. 

One  which  has  attracted  considerable  attention  in  Pennsylvania  is  the  United 
Services  Agency  in  Luzerne  and  Wyoming  Counties.  Administered  under  State 
auspices,  and  with  the  cooperation  of  the  Commissioners  from  both  counties, 
it  has  been  in  operation  since  shortly  after  the  great  flood  of  1972. 

We  do  not  believe  that  other  arrangements  have  net  cost  saving 
potential.  Space-sharing  solves  some  of  the  problems  of  access,  making  it 
easier  for  the  client  to  find  services  because  all  agencies  are  housed  in  one 
place.  But  it  does  not  solve  the  problems  of  duplicative  administration  and 
agency  autonomy.  We  do  not  believe  that  coordination  in  such  a complex  system 
can  work  for  the  simple  reason  that  all  parties  must  be  willing  to  be  coordinated, 
and  as  long  as  the  specialized  agencies  are  viewed  as  separate  and  enjoy 
administrative  autonomy,  they  will  fight  to  preserve  the  status  quo. 

RECOMMENDATIONS : 

LEGISLATIVE; 


We  recommend  that  the  General  Assembly  recreate  (or  develop  an 
alternative  study  Commission)  the  State  and  Local  Welfare  Commission 
originally  established  by  Act  252  of  the  1961  General  Assembly.  It  would 
be  expected  that  the  charge  to  the  Commission  be  the  same  as  that  in  1961; 
to  formulate  a plan  to  reallocate  Public  Welfare  responsibilities  and 
functions  among  the  State,  Counties,  and  service  agencies. 

GOVERNOR ; 

I.  We  recommend  that  the  Governor  adopt  the  integration  of 
social  service  programs  as  a priority  task  for  the  Department  of  Public 
Welfare  during  the  next  four  years.  The  functional  responsibility  for 


Also  See  Section  V - INSTITUTIONAL  AND  COMMUNITY  PROGRAMMING 
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integration  planning  should  rest  with  the  Department  rather  than  with  the 
Governor's  Office  of  Human  Resources. 

II.  Likewise  we  recommend  that  the  function  now  assumed  by  the 
Commonwealth  Child  Development  Committee  be  returned  to  the  Department  of 
Public  Welfare. 

III.  Also,  we  recommend  that  the  Governor  join  the  State  Board 
in  promoting  a newly  created  State-Local  Welfare  Commission. 

SECRETARY  OF  PL^LIC  WELFARE: 

I.  If  the  above  recommendation  to  the  General  Assembly  should 
be  acted  upon,  the  Department  must  be  prepared  to  provide  expert  staff 
leadership  to  the  Commission  to  assist  it  to  carry  out  its  duties,  and 
to  assure  the  full  cooperation  of  the  Department. 

II.  If  there  is  no  legislative  enactment,  we  recommend  that 
negotiations  begin  immediately  with  the  County  Commissioners  association 
and  with  individual  Counties  (or  multi-County  areas)  to  replicate  the 
United  Services  Agency  elsewhere  in  the  State,  or  to  install  alternative 
integrated  systems. 

III.  We  recommend  a thorough  and  complete  review  of  the 
institutional-community  care  system  with  explicit  actions  to  be  taken  to 
assure  that  an  appropriate  community  care  system  exists  to  meet  the  needs 
of  those  released  from  institutional  care. 

IV.  A complete  analysis  should  be  undertaken  to  assess  the  current 
role  of  the  County  Assistance  Offices  in  the  provision  of  social  services. 

A decision  must  be  made  as  to  their  future  direct  provision  of  Title  XX 
services  as  well  as  what  role  they  should  have,  if  any,  in  Title  XX  purchase- 
of-service . 
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PLANNING : 


THE  DEPARTMENT  HAS  NOT,  IN  RECENT  YEARS,  ENGAGED  IN  COMPREHENSIVE 
OR  LONG-RANGE  PLANNING. 

One  of  Che  major  impediments  to  planning  has  been  the  absence  of 
an  articulated  mission  statement  for  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare.  The 
Public  Welfare  Code  is  a collection  of  separate  legislative  enactments  which 
authorize  the  Department  to  carry  out  its  various  programs.  The  General 
Powers  and  Duties  cited  in  Article  II  of  the  Code  simply  authorizes 
the  Department  with  the  approval  of  the  Governor  to  act  as  the  sole  agency 
of  the  state  in  Federal  relations  "in  fields  in  which  the  Department  has 
responsibility”;  to  submit  State  plans  "to  render  the  Commonwealth  eligible 
for  available  Federal  funds";  and  to  make  surveys  and  inventories  related  to 
those  plans.  The  remainder  of  the  Articles  enumerate  duties  and  responsibil- 
ities of  the  Department,  program  by  program.  Except  perhaps  for  the  expressed 
Legislative  Intent  of  the  Public  Assistance  Article  (IV) , the  remaining 
Articles  -were  not  drafted  with  e:tplication  of  their  social  intent.  In  addition 
we  note  that  there  does  not  exist,  to  our  knowledge,  an  overall  Commonwealth 
goal  statement  for  human  services  from  which  a mission  for  the  Department  can 
be  derived. 

In  other  words,  overall  Departmental  goals  are  not  clearly  developed 
and  shared  with  the  people  of  Pennsylvania.  And  because  they  are  not,  there 
is  great  confusion  about  the  Department's  activities.  The  public  generally 
views  the  Department  solely  as  an  income  transfer  operation  - Public  Welfare 
is  equated  with  Public  Assistance. 

As  early  as  1972,  the  Governor's  (Management)  Review  noted  that: 

"The  lack  of  planning  in  the  department  is  (a  major  operational)  problem." 

They  recommended  an  Office  of  Planning  Coordination  be  established  under  the 
direction  of  an  individual  with  experience  in  directing  multi-oriented  planning 
activities,  who  would  report  directly  to  the  Secretary  of  Public  Welfare.  It 
was  not  until  early  in  1975  that  an  Office  of  Planning  and  Evaluation  was  created. 
It  was  in  full  operation  only  through  April  1976,  when  the  director  was  elevated 
to  another  position  and  never  replaced. 

Each  program  office  has  developed  its  own  planning  capability,  plannin 
for  each  sub-system  as  if  it  were  a separate  Department.  Unfortunately,  plannin 
takes  place  without  the  benefit  of  overall  goals  or  objectives  for  the  Depart- 
ment. Plans,  therefore,  tend  to  become  incremental  as  each  program  office 
competes  for  a larger  share  of  the  budget  to  serve  its  own  special-interest  group. 

As  the  Board  noted  in  its  findings  and  recommendations  in  an  overview 
of  services  provided  through  the  Department  for  children  and  youth,*  programs 
and  services  are  not  developed  through  any  use  of  scientific  analysis  of  need. 
Decisions  often  seem  to  be  made  on  the  basis  of  political  expediency  rather 
on  the  real  needs  of  the  Commonwealth's  citizens.  They  are  often  made  on  the 
basis  of  the  power  of  current  special-interest  constituent  groups,  and  possibly, 
the  wishes  of  key  legislators  who  must  vote  on  the  budget.  We  recognize  that 
special-interest  groups  and  legislators  do  represent  a political  reality  that 
must  be  taken  into  consideration  in  the  development  of  social  welfare  programs. 

But  we  also  recognize  that  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  has  an  implied,  if 
not  expressed,  responsibility  for  the  physical/socio  /economic  well-being  of  all 
the  citizens  of  the  Commonwealth  it  is  obligated  to  serve,  and  not  one  vulnerable 
group  at  the  expense  of  others.  Because  the  Department  has  not  sought  to  assess 
the  real  and  relative  needs  of  Pennsylvanians,  it  has  become  the  most  vulnerable 


*Compendium  of  Services  for  Children  and  Uouth  Provided  Through  the  Department 
of  Public  Welfare,  State  Board  of  Public  Welfare,  1977.  34  pp.  "Findings 

and  Recommendations"  were  published  as  a separate  document. 
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of  all,  subject  to  the  pulling  and  tugging  of  each  viable  power  group  that 
impacts  on  the  Department.  Unable  to  refute  or  balance  the  claims  of  special 
interests  for  an  increased  share  of  programming,  there  is  no  choice  except  to 
capitulate . 


Little,  if  any,  effort  or  money  is  expended  by  the  Department  of 
Public  Welfare  for  methodical  evaluation  of  its  programs.  Information 
systems  development  is  still  in  its  infancy,  and  little  useful  data  is 
generated  to  assist  in  the  program  planning-evaluation  loop.  A great  amount 
of  expenditure  data  is  available  to  inform  us  how  much  was  spent  for  the 
various  programs,  but  it  is  difficult  to  retrieve  data  from  the  systems  to 
tell  us  for  whom  it  was  expended  and  for  what  services.  The  "success”  of 
programs  seem  to  be  equated  with  the  increase  in  the  amount  of  expenditures 
as  compared  to  previous  years. 

Impact  evaluation  is  virtually  non-existent.  There  is  little  except 
"professional  judgement"  to  inform  us  whether  or  not  the  Department's  programs 
are  having  the  desired  effects.  Evaluation  becomes  a catch-22  when  there  are 
no  measurable  goals  or  objectives  built  into  the  programs.  How  can  we  know 
if,  or  to  what  degree,  they  are  succeeding  if  the  goals  and  objectives  have 
not  been  expressed  in  any  quantifiable  way?  As  one  example:  deinstitutionali- 
zation has  been  declared  a "successful"  program  on  may  fronts,  yet  that 
declaration  of  "success"  is  based  almost  solely  on  the  numbers  of  people 
released  from  the  institutions,  with  no  measure  of  whether  there  is  any 
improvement  in  critical  areas  of  the  lives  of  those  who  have  been  released. 

Such  examples  can  be  repeated  over  and  over. 

In  summary,  we  find  especially  that  in  a stressful  period  of  economic 
uncertainty,  it  will  be  incumbent  upon  the  new  administration  to  reestablish 
a rational  planning  process  within  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

LEGISLATIVE: 


We  recommend  that  the  General  Assembly,  through  its  committee  structure, 
convene  public  hearings  throughout  the  State  to  receive  testimony  regarding 
social  welfare  goals  for  the  Commonwealth.  The  statement  of  goals  then  developed 
should  be  translated  into  the  Public  Welfare  Code  to  provide  an  overall  conceprual 
framework  for  the  operation  of  the  public  human  services  program.  Inherent  in 
such  legislation  should  be  the  establishment  of  indicators  to  measure  at  any 
time,  the  quality  of  life  of  the  Commonwealth's  human  service  programs.  Also 
see  recommendation  on  State-Local  Welfare  Commission,  Section  I. 

GOVERNOR: 


We  recommend  that  the  Governor  require  that  the  Department  of  Public 
Welfare  (and  other  administrative  agencies  as  well) , within  the  first  six  months 
of  the  administration,  develop  a concise  and  written  set  of  objectives  for  the 
Department  as  a whole,  and  each  program  within  it.  Included  should  be  a plan 
for  measuring  accomplishment  against  those  objectives,  with  clear  enumeration 
of  the  indicators  to  be  used. 

SECRETARY  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE: 

It  is  recommended  that  the  Secretary  immediately  appoint  a senior 
executive  for  the  coordination  of  all  policy  and  program  development  within  the 
Department.  This  person  should  report  directly  to  the  Secretary  and  be  given 
sufficient  position  status,  staff,  and  authority  to  assure  that  his  planning 
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coordination  function  is  real.  His  responsibility  should  also  include  oversight 
of  the  budget  and  personnel  allocation  systems  within  the  Department.  He  should 
be  responsible  for  designing  an  overall  comprehensive  planning  and  evaluation 
system  to  include  the  functions  enumerated  in  our  summary  statement  above. 

Without  centralized  authority  for  integration  of  Departmental  planning  mechanisms 
to  implement  change,  existing  fragmentation  will  undoubtedly  worsen. 
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ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  I'JELFARE ; 


THE  CURRENT  ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE  IS 
NOT  CONDUCIVE  TO  THE  EFFICIENT  MANAGEMENT  OF  A UiRGE  AGENCY  INTENDED  TO  BE 
A STATE  HUMAN  SERVICES  AGENCY. 

THE  STRUCTURE^ 

The  current  Headquarters  structure  consists  of  4 major  program 
offices,  each  headed  by  a non-civil  service  Deputy  Secretary.  Three  of  the 
four  offices  are  responsible  for  both  institutional  and  community  programs: 
Mental  Health,  Mental  Retardation,  and  Social  Services.  MH  and  MR  each 
manage  a service  system  based  on  a particular  disability.  The  Office  of 
Social  Services  consists  of  two  sub-offices  - one  based  on  a disability 
(Visually  Handicapped)  and  one  based  on  age  (Children  and  Youth) . The  other 
age-based  program  (Aging)  will  soon  become  a Department  of  its  own.  In 
addition,  the  Office  of  Social  Services  also  manages  an  enormous  funding 
mechanism  (Title  XX)  for  which  there  is  no  particular  program  or  delivery 
system  and  funds  are  dispersed  through  the  other  program  offices,  primarily 
to  their  community  programs,  and  to  other  local  agencies  through 
purchase-of-service  contracts.  The  fourth  program  office.  Office  of  Family 
Assistance,  is  responsible  for  the  Income  Maintenance  and  Medical  Assistance 
programs  which  are  administered  through  the  County  Boards  of  Assistance  for 
low- income  persons. 

The  four  regional  offices,  each  headed  by  a non-civil  service 
Deputy  Secretary,  generally  replicate  the  central  office  structure. 

Management  services  are  centralized  and  unified  under  a single  non-civil 
service  Deputy  Secretary. 

One  of  the  major  problems  in  the  current  organization  is  the 
separateness  of  each  program.  The  structure  as  designed  appears  on  the 
organization  chart  to  consist  of  four  major  offices  which  have  little 
interrelationship  to  each  other.  And,  in  effect,  that  is  how  they  have  been 
operating.  Such  a structure,  we  believe,  reinforces  at  the  highest  levels  of 
the  Department  the  fragmentation  of  programming  that  we  have  reviewed  else- 
where. Each  program  office  is  a self-contained  mini-department  except  for 
the  administrative  services  which  they  share.  The  relationship  to  the 
other  program  offices  is  on  a single  horizontal  line,  a line  shared  with 
the  regions  and  with  management  services. 

Because  each  program  office  is  in  direct  competition  for  scarce 
funds,  staff , and  other  resources  over  which  they  have  no  control,  inter- 
program conflict  is  built-in  by  virtue  of  the  structure.  There  is  little 
incentive  for  cooperation  in  joint-planning.  Without  control  over  the 
allocation  of  resources  to  sustain  their  programs,  the  program  offices  often 
find  it  necessary,  overtly  or  covertly,  to  nurture  outside  special  interest 
groups  to  fight  their  battles  for  them.  We  hasten  to  add  that  we  do  not 
disparage  consumer  advocacy  because  we  believe  that  Government  has  an 
obligation  to  meet  the  needs  of  all  its  citizens.  What  we  do  question, 
however,  is  a system  in  which  different  agents  of  one  Department  are 
encouraged  to  set  one  special-interest  group  above  all  others,  and  to  set 
them  against  each  other.  The  best  example  of  escape  from  such  a system  is 


*See  Appendix  II  for  a chart  of  the  current  organization  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Welfare. 
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the  Office  of  the  Aging.  For  them,  it  was  accomplished  by  establishing  a 
separate  (County-Administered)  service  system,  organizing  the  elderly,  and 
convincing  them  that  the  stigma  of  being  associated  with  the  other  people 
the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  serves  is  not  in  their  best  interest,  and 
that  they  could  best  be  served  by  a separate  department.  Additional  over- 
tures continue  to  be  made  for  separate  departments  for  Mental  Health, 

Mental  Retardation,  Children  and  Youth,  the  Visually  Handicapped,  and  Public 
Assistance . 

In  summary,  it  is  our  opinion  that  the  structure  of  the  Department 
contributes  significantly  to  the  apparent  "non-system"  that  is  characteristic 
of  its  operation.  We  do  not  blame  the  inadequacies  on  the  dedicated  people 
who  work  in  the  various  program  offices. 

LINES  OF  AUTHORITY 


Lines  of  authority  within  the  Department  are  not  as  clear  as  they 
could  be.  All  Deputy  Secretaries  - program,  regional,  and  management  - 
currently  report  to  a single  Executive  Deputy  Secretary.  We  believe  this 
span  of  control  is  too  great  to  be  handled  by  any  individual.  Reporting  to 
the  Secretary  are  the  Executive  Deputy  Secretary  for  Federal  Policies  and 
Programs,  the  Executive  Deputy  Secretary  and  six  functional  offices  which 
are  not  headed  by  Deputy  Secretaries  (Public  Education,  Affirmative  Action, 
Systems  Development,  Planning  and  Evaluation,  Program  Accountability,  Boards 
and  Commissions). 

One  ongoing  problem  has  been  the  absence  of  any  line  relationship 
between  the  program  deputies  and  program  staff  at  the  regional  level.  All 
regional  units  report  to  the  Regional  Deputy.  Therefore,  there  is  not 
uniform  access  to  the  operational  level  by  the  program  deputies.  The  degree 
of  access  and  communication  between  the  policy  and  planning  program  deputies 
and  those  who  oversee  the  implementation  of  their  programs  is  mediated  by 
the  four  regional  deputies  according  to  their  own  personal  style.  From  this 
it  is  evident  that  stronger  management  control  is  urgently  needed. 

In  the  authority  structure  there  is  lack  of  control  by  the  program 
offices,  and  the  Regions  as  well,  over  budget  and  personnel.  The  allocation 
of  resources  remains  centrally  controlled  by  the  management  structure  which 
seemingly  controls  the  programs  rather  than  serving  them. 

The  Governor's  Review  - 1975  made  several  excellent  recommendations 
for  the  organization  of  the  Regional  Offices.  Unfortunately,  the  limited 
scope  of  their  review  did  not  extend  to  the  Central  operation.  We  recommend 
some  refinement  of  their  functional  organization  concepts  and  offer  tentative 
suggestions  for  a new  structure.  See  attached  chart. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

LEGISLATIVE : 


None.  (These  problems  require  administrative,  rather  than 
legislative,  solutions). 

GOVERNOR : 


We  recommend  that  the  Governor  charge  his  new  Secretary  of  Public 
Welfare  with,  a careful  analysis  of  the  effectiveness  of  the  Department's 

current  organizational  structure  within  the  first  six  months,  and  implement 
any  necessary  changes. 


V. 
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SECRETARY  OF  PUBLIC  \TELYABE: 


We  recommend  that  the  Secretary  develop,  as  a result  of  the 
Governor's  charge  above,  a functional  reorganization  that  will  enhance  the 
Department's  ability  to;  define  the  need  for  services;  establish  goals 
and  objectives  for  the  Department  as  a whole;  plan  and  implement  programs 
to  accomplish  objectives;  develop  monitoring  and  evaluation  capability  to 
assess  operations. 


Public  Welfare 
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(Proposed  Organization  Model  - State  lioard  of  Public  Welfare) 


REGIONALIZATION: 


THE  PRESENT  ARRANGEMENT  OF  REGIONALIZATION  APPEARS  TO  BE  COSTLY, 
CUMBERSOME  AND  UNPRODUCTIVE. 

The  initial  recommendation  for  a decentralized  operation  for  the 
Department  of  Public  Welfare  was  that  of  the  Merger  Committee  in  1957-59 
during  the  merger  of  the  Department  of  Welfare  and  the  Department  of  Public 
Assistance.  The  first  steps  were  taken  in  1966  with  an  announcement  by 
Secretary  Rosenn  of  a reorganization  study  within  the  Department.  In 
January,  1969,  the  Department  officially  announced  its  decentralization. 

There  were  at  first  six  offices  (four  short  of  the  ten  common 
regions  established  by  Governor  Shafer  in  1967).  Each  region  was  headed 
by  a Regional  Director.  A civil  service  classification  was  established,  and 
merit  selection  procedures  followed  in  the  selection  of  the  original  Regional 
Directors-.  The  organization  of  the  six  initial  offices  was  standardized  and 
relatively  simple.  The  Regional  Director  coordinated  all  the  activities  of 
the  Office.  Under  him  were  two  or  more  Area  Directors  (responsible  for  all 
program  coordination  within  a given  geographic  area) , the  program  specialist 
field  staff,  and  administrative  personnel.  By  1971,  however,  each  regional 
office  had  a Program  Services  Director,  a generalist,  to  whom  all  of  the 
field  specialists  reported.  The  Regional  Directors  reported  to  a Deputy 
Secretary  for  Field  Operations  in  Central  Office.  The  statements  of  purpose 
were  for  the  organized  dispersal  of  Departmental  field  staff  to  bring  them 
together  in  one  place  in  a geographical  area  and,  hopefully,  closer  to  the 
communities  and  people  they  served. 

Secretary  Wohlgemuth  announced  in  December,  1971,  the  major 
reorganization  of  the  Department.  It  had  significant  impact  on  the  regional 
structure  in  that  two  of  the  former  regional  offices  were  totally  abolished, 
and  non-Civil  Service  Deputies  were  appointed  to  head  the  remaining  four. 

Since  then  there  has  been  no  uniform  structure  within  the  various  Regions, 
but  they  have  usually  altered  their  structure  with  each  reorganization  which 
occurred  in  Central  Office.  At  different  times  the  Regional  Deputies  have 
variously  reported  to  the  Secretary  of  Welfare,  the  Executive  Deputy  Secretary/ 
for  Operations,  and  currently  to  the  Executive  Deputy  Secretary  of  the 
Department . 

During  the  interim,  the  role  of  the  Region  gradually  changed  from 
the  simple  decentralization  of  field  staff  to  mini-Departments  of  Public 
Welfare.  The  various  Deputies,  according  to  their  style,  have  operated 
differently.  Some  have  operated  with  strict  obedience  to  hierarchical  con- 
siderations, while  others  have  contended  that  in  their  Region  they  and  the 
Secretary  of  Public  Welfare  are  one. 

The  Governor's  Management  Review  - 1972  recommended  that  ".... 
administrators  of  mental  institutions,  state  schools  and  restoration 
centers ....  report  to  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Mental  Health  and  Mental 
Retardation  (because)  the  practice  of  having  these  administrators  report  to 
Regional  Directors  has  been  unsuccessful  and  should  be  changed."  Also  they 
recommended  that  "A  questionnaire  survey  should  be  conducted  to  determine 
cause  of  low  morale  (in  the  Regional  Offices)."  Neither  recommendation  was 
ever  acted  upon.  The  same  Governor's  Management  Review  also  made  many 
recommendations  for  the  operation  of  the  Regions.  Their  appraisal  of  operations 
was:  "This  Department  has  serious  operational  problems.  The  first  is  a lack 

of  communication  between  Harrisburg,  regional  operations,  and  local  agencies." 
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They  also  noted:  "While  potential  for  more  successful  relations  is  great, 
decentralization  has  not  brought  decision  making  closer  to  the  communities. 
Regional  offices  appear  to  be  just  another  layer  of  bureaucracy  and  their 
continued  existence  should  be  examined.  As  presently  constituted,  the  offices 
are  duplicating  many  central  and  county  services." 

The  Governor's  Management  Review  - 1975  again  looked  at  the 
Regional  operations  and  said:  "This  approach  (regionalization)  has  only 
been  partially  implemented  and  resulting  benefits  have  been  slow  to  develop. 
Among  the  problems  which  require  attention  are  delays  in  service  deliveries, 
ambiguous  accountability  for  financial  management,  lack  of  comprehensive 
program  planning,  duplication  of  effort  and  an  unfavorable  climate  for 
management  development  activities."  Several  specific  suggestions  were  made, 
including  a proposed  functional  organization  for  the  Regional  operations. 

To  date  no  changes  have  been  made. 

' In  view  of  the  above  conclusions  reached  by  objective  outside 
management  experts,  we  must  agree  that  major  alterations  be  made  to  the 
Regions . 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

LEGISLATIVE: 


None.  (These  problems  require  administrative  solutions). 


GOVERNOR : 


Abolish  the  non-civil  service  regional  Deputy  Secretary  positions. 
SECRETARY  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE: 


Design  a functional  organization  for  regional  operations. 
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INSTITUTIONAL  AND  COMMUNITY  PROGRAMMING; 


WE  FIND  THAT  INSUFFICIENT  ATTENTION  HAS  BEEN  GIVEN  TO  PLANNING  FOR 
INSTITUTIONAL  AND  COMMUNITY- RELATED  PROGRAMMING. 

Because  of  changes  in  treatment  philosophy,  civil  rights  advocates, 
and  advances  in  chemotherapy,  thousands  of  persons  have  been  released  from 
institutions  for  the  mentally  ill  and  mentally  retarded  during  the  past 
decade.  That  depopulation  has  occurred  cannot  be  disputed,  but  at  the  same 
time  there  is  no  hard  and  convincing  evidence  that  the  transition  from 
institution  to  community  has  been  measurably  successful,  simply  because  no 
attempt  has  been  made  to  develop  and  apply  objective  criteria. 

The  Department  declares  it  an  outstanding  success  based  on  numbers 
alone.  Critics,  however,  accuse  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  of  "dumping” 
unprepared  people  into  unprepared  communities  where  they  may  be  abused, 
threatened  and  exploited  in  unsavory  boarding  homes,  or  become  aimless 
wanderers  on  the  main  streets  of  Pennsylvania,  forgotten  by  a system  that 
cannot  meet  their  needs. 

The  truth,  we  expect,  lies  somewhere  in  the  middle.  It  is  probably 
a certainty  that  a great  number  of  people  have  made  a successful  personal/ 
social  adjustment  to  community  living,  both  in  small  group  settings  and  in 
independent  living.  But  we  are  just  as  certain  that  many  have  not  been 
successful. 

We  believe  that  the  testimony  given  by  the  State  Board  to  the 
Senate  Health  and  Welfare  Committee  in  April,  1975,  is  still  relevant.  It 
reads,  in  part: 

"The  State  Board  of  Public  Welfare  strongly  supports  all  efforts 
to  return  institutionalized  persons  to  the  community  at  the  very  earliest 
time  such  person  can  be  determined  not  to  be  a serious  threat  to  himself  or 
the  community.  And  we  further  support  intervention  at  the  community  level 
to  prevent  unnecessary  institutionalization  by  making  available  a continuum 
of  treatment  modalities  ranging  from  simple  counselling  through  inpatient 
care . 


"Unfortunately,  there  are  still  many  people  who  still  present  such 
a threat  to  themselves  and/or  the  community;  and  there  are  those  who  are  so 
vulnerable  or  helpless  that,  for  the  present,  the  only  alternative  is  long-term 
care  in  an  existing  State  institution.  Please  note  carefully  that  we  wish  to 
emphasize  for  the  present.  But,  as  long  as  such  need  exists,  we  must  provide 
adequate  levels  of  financing  for  the  institutional  system.  There  must  be  a 
concentrated  effort  to  improve  the  level  and  quality  of  care  for  those  remaining 
in  our  institutions.  This  includes  adequate  numbers  of  trained  staff,  active 
treatment  programs,  and  essential  upgrading  of  physical  facilities  to  assure 
the  well-being  and  safety  of  each  patient.  The  massive  warehousing  of  our 
stigmatized  citizens,  continues  to  be  a blight  on  the  history  of  a generally 
enlightened  Commonwealth.  Whether  we  are  talking  about  the  mentally  ill, 
the  retarded,  children  in  conflict  at  home,  school  or  with  the  law  - it  is 
only  political  expediency  which  allowed  us  to  place  the  discomfort  of  the 
family,  the  neighborhood,  or  the  community  above  the  interest  of  the  individual. 
Such  warehousing,  usually  in  remote  rural  areas,  has  served  not  only  to  absolve 
the  family,  the  neighborhood  and  the  community  of  responsibility  to  provide 
care  for  their  'problem  citizens',  but  has  served  to  allow  the  comfort  of  denial 
that  the  stigmatized  exist  at  all.  By  removing  them  from  the  home,  the  neigh- 
borhood, and  the  community,  everyone  was  saved  from  such  discomforting  sights. 
'Those  people'  were  cared  for  by  'the  State'.  We  all  know  the  long  litany  of 
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the  horrors  of  'State  care'  - so  we  shall  not  repeat  them  here.  But,  let  us 
quickly  add  that  there  is  nothing  inherent  in  the  organization  or  the  sub- 
stance of  State  Government  that  is  necessarily  a cause  of  the  abuses  we  have 
come  to  know  so  well.  The  size  of  an  institution  certainly  can  be  a 
contributing  factor  in:  the  development  of  rigid,  impersonal,  alienating 
environments;  mismanagement  or  lack  of  management;  and  the  physical,  chemical, 
or  emotional  abuse  of  those  under  its  care.  On  the  other  hand,  small  private 
institutions  have  not  been  immune  from  reprehensible  practices  - much  of  the 
nursing  home  industry,  as  a particular  case  in  point. 

"What  is  important,  however,  is  the  need  to  rearrange  our  social 
welfare  structures  in  such  a way  that  needed  care  is  received  promptly, 
appropriately,  as  close  to  home  as  possible,  and  with  the  least  stigma  attached 
to  the  rendering  and  the  receipt  of  services. 

_"We  cannot,  of  course,  accomplish  the  creation  of  community  service 
systems  overnight  anymore  than  we  can  drastically  phase  down  the  institutional 
system  at  a moment's  notice.  These  are  monumental  undertakings  and  will 
establish  the  basic  direction  of  the  human  service  industry  in  the  Commonwealth 
of  Pennsylvania  for  the  next  several  decades.  Therefore,  we  caution  against 
the  kinds  of  precipituous  actions  that  have  been  taken  in  other  states  under 
the  guise  of  social  and  institutional  reform.  The  unplanned  release  of 
unprepared  people  into  unprepared  communities  has  resulted  only  in  the  increased 
vulnerability  of  the  individual,  and  the  disruption  of  community  life." 

Our  summary  included  the  following  recommendations,  in  part.  The 
format  is  altered  to  conform  with  the  style  of  this  presentation. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

LEGISLATIVE: 


We  recommend  that  adequate  funding  be  assured  for  necessary  residual 
institutional  care  during  the  transition  from  an  institution-based  system  to  a 
community-based  system. 

GOVERNOR: 


We  recommend  that  all  efforts  of  the  Commonwealth  should  be  directed 
at  this  time  and  in  the  future  to  foster  the  integration  of  service  at  the 
delivery  level.  The  goal  must  be  the  achievement  of  a coordinated  network  of 
comprehensive  human  services,  institutional  and  community-based , that  are 
accessible  and  responsive  to  all  citizens  who  need  help.  The  current  fragmen- 
tation, duplicative  administration,  and  overlap  of  roles  and  responsibilities 
must  cease  if  the  Commonwealth  is  ever  to  have  an  efficient,  programatically 
sound  and  cost  effective  system  of  human  services.  See  also  Section  I - 
Social  Service  Delivery  Systems. 

SECRETARY  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE: 


I.  We  recommend  that  there  must  be  a phased  long-range  plan, 
specific  in  its  steps  and  executed  with  the  maximum  input  of  the  citizenry, 
to  reduce  the  number  and  size  of  state  institutions.  But  in  the  meantime, 
existing  institutional  programs  must  be  adequately  and  professionally  staffed 
and  physical  plants  maintained  to  meet  fire  and  safety  code  regulations. 

II.  There  must  be  the  concurrent  development  of  community  programs 
to  meet  the  needs  of  each  person  who  is  released  from  institutional  care,  or 
who  now  or  in  the  future  is  to  be  prevented  from  requiring  institutional  care. 
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MANPOWER  AND  TRAINING; 


A GREAT  DEAL  OF  ATTENTION  WILL  NEED  TO  BE  GIVEN  TO  RESTORE 
LOGIC  AND  CREDIBILITY  TO  THE  PERSONNEL  PRACTICES  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT. 

Secretary  Frank  Beal  in  a briefing  paper  for  the  State  Board  of 
Public  Welfare  (Jan.  5,  1978)  stated  that  one  Departmental  priority  should 
be  the:  "Development  of  techniques  to  identify  able  younger  employees  and 
to  move  them  planfully  toward  positions  of  increased  responsibility." 

The  Governor's  Review  - 1975  highlighted  the  need  to  update  the 
Department's  job/position  classification  system.  They  noted  that: 
"....Present  titles  do  not  reflect  actual  responsibilities.  Job  descriptions 
do  not  provide  adequate  detail  in  regard  to  experience,  education,  and  s'xill 
requirements.  Pay  ranges  for  certain  positions  are  insufficient  to  attract 
and  retain  qualified  personnel  while  others  are  overgenerous . Reporting 
relationships  do  not  provide  effective  management  control " 

There  seem  to  be  several  dynamics  which  have  contributed  to  the 
personnel  problems  of  the  Department.  That  there  is  no  planful  ladder 
within  the  Department  is  evident,  especially  for  the  Central  and  Regional 
level  program  staff  which  constitutes  the  professional/administrative 
program  management.  There  is  a paucity  of  job/position  classifications, 
and  those  that  do  exist  are  limited  to  one  or  two  levels.  And  aside  from 
the  restriction  of  upward  movement  within  a j ob  classification,  there  is 
little  opportunity  for  vertical  movement  to  other  classifications. 
Consequently,  there  is  much  horizontal  movement  within  the  system.  Employees 
reach  the  upper  salary  levels  of  their  respective  classifications  and  remain 
there  for  years,  while  those  with  less  experience  achieve  salary  parity  with 
them. 


Promotion  from  within  for  approximately  the  three  top  levels  of 
professional  program  management  is  the  exception  rather  than  the  rule.  The 
general  practice  has  been  either  to  bring  in  top-level  staff  from  outside 
the  system,  the  "imports",  or  to  assign  staff  from  other  program  or  manage- 
ment units  who  may  have  no  particular  experience  or  expertise  in  their  new 
program  areas,  the  "management  specialists."  This  was  possible  primarily 
because  the  merit  system  is  not  functional  at  the  top  administrative  levels. 

A case  in  point  was  the  creation  of  the  generic  Welfare  Program  Executive 
classification,  a four  level  classification  for  all  program  office  and  bureau 
heads.  Because  no  civil  service  examination  was  developed  prior  to  the 
initial  appointments  to  this  classification,  because  the  Department  was  totally 
reorganized  and  most  former  executive  staff  displaced,  and  because  the  educa- 
tional and  experiential  requirements  were  minimal  - it  was  possible  initially 
to  select  persons  for  those  positions  without  regard  to  usual  Civil  Service 
appointment  procedures.  It  was  to  be  five  years  before  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  developed  a test  and  a list  the  the  WPE  classification.  A number 
of  incumbents  who  were  in  a provisional  status,  did  not  place  high  enough  on 
the  respective  lists  to  retain  their  positions.  Subsequently,  the  upper  two 
levels  of  the  classification  (the  Program  Commissioner  levels)  were  abolished, 
and  replaced  with  single-position  classifications,  retaining  minimal  qualifi- 
cations, and  for  which  it  is  unlikely  that  a test  will  be  developed.  And  it 
still  remains  unclear  as  to  how  the  problems  of  the  remaining  WPE  I and  II 
lists  were  resolved,  except  that  some  people  retained  their  positions  and 
were  reclassified. 

This  example,  we  believe,  is  the  anthesis  of  the  purposes  of  merit 
system  employment.  We  recognize  that  there  has  been  a restiveness  and 
movement  throughout  the  nation  toward  deschooling,  deprofessionalization, 
and  a wariness  of  "entrenched  bureaucrats"  who  may  not  have  learned  from  their 
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experiences.  The  controversy  has  raged  throughout  many  professions,  but  the 
lines  have  been  drawn  most  clearly  around  the  psycho/social/human  service 
fields.  The  contention  is  manifested  in  different  arguments  at  difterent 
basic  levels  of  function.  At  the  administrative  level  persons  with  tecnnical 
degrees  such  as  the  MBA  and  MPA  in  the  past  were  generally  denied  top  level 
jobs  because  professional  degrees  were  required:  Social  Work,  Psychology, 
Psychiatry,  etc.  They  rightfully  argued  that  there  is  nothing  inherent  in 
professional  training  that  assures  the  capability  for  administration.  On  the 
other  hand,  professionals  maintain  that  technical  training  in  administration 
does  not  carry  with  it  the  appropriate  content  to  assure  capability  to  make 
decisions  about  the  nature  and  content  of  social  programs.  Still  others 
believe  that  administration  is.  a "common  sense"  activity  which  requires  no 
training  and  is  learned  on  the  job.  The  latter  philosophy  seemd  to  prevail 
in  the  Department.  For  instance  the  new  job  description  for  a Regional  Social 
Services  Program  Manager  requires  exceptional  knowledge  and  abilities  in 
programs,  policy,  community  organization,  supervision  and  administration. 

Yet  the  minimum  experience  or  training  requirement  reads: 

"Seven  years  of  progressively  responsible  experience  in 
the  field  of  social  services,  four  years  of  which  must 
have  been  in  a managerial  capacity  and  a bachelor's 
degree ; 


OR 

Any  equivalent  combination  of  experience  and/or 

training  which  provides  the  Required  Knowledges, 

Skills  and  Abilities." 

At  the  service  delivery  level,  it  is  generally  the  unions  who 
favor  decredentialism.  They  believe  that  the  career  ladder  should  proceed 
from  clerical  positions,  to  income  maintenance  workers  to  social  service 
work  dealing  with  individual  counselling,  marriage  counselling,  child 
rearing,  psychotherapy,  and  other  kinds  of  individual  or  family  problem  inter- 
vention. Professionals,  on  the  other  hand,  believe  that  intervention  in  the 
dynamics  of  individuals  and  families  should  not  be  left  to  people  who  have  not 
been  trained  in  human  and  social  behavior.  The  Department  seems  to  favor  the 
acquisition  of  skills  through  in-service  training,  but  has  developed  few 
programs  to  accomplish  this. 

At  one  time,  the  Department,  with  a large  share  of  Federal  funding, 
enabled  hundreds  of  employees  to  obtain  professional  degrees  in  Social  Work, 
Psychology,  Physical  Therapy  and  Nursing.  But  the  Professional  Education 
Program  was  killed  in  the  early  Seventies  in  the  General  Assembly.  The 
reason  given  was  that  the  cost  of  the  training  could  not  be  justified  because, 
despite  a year-f or-year  commitment  to  work  in  the  Department,  too  many  people 
left  the  employ  of  the  Department  after  serving  their  commitment.  That  they 
went  to  other  public  and  private  agencies  that  serve  Pennsylvanians  was  not 
recognized  or  appreciated.  In  fact,  those  who  left  to  work  in  County 
community-based  programs  almost  totally  funded  by  the  Department  were  documented 
as  having  left  the  Department.  Professionals  viewed  the  elimination  of  this 
program  as  part  of  the  decredentialism/deprofessionalization  movement,  engendered 
by  technicians  who  feared  a professional  elite. 

Currently,  there  is  open-ended  funding  through  Title  XX  for  staff 
training.  The  most  recent  action  of  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare,  when 
they  reached  no  real  rapprochement  with  the  Colleges,  Universities,  and  Deans 
and  Directors  of  the  Schools  of  Social  Work  was  to  place  control  of  the  funds 
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in  the  Department  of  Education. 

The  last  major  factor  has  been  "affirmative  action."  The  de- 
credentialism faction  asserts  that  education  requirements  discriminate 
against  minorities.  Therefore  most  qualifications,  which  are  artificial 
and  elitist,  must  be  eliminated.  We  would  maintain,  however,  that  the 
real  meaning  and  the  true  test  of  an  affirmative  action  plan  is  the 
ability  of  a system  to  prepare  minorities  to  assume  meaningful  jobs  and 
to  assure  that  the  necessary  skills  and  abilities  are  imparted.  To  do 
otherwise  results  either  in  lowering  the  expectations  for  job  performance, 
or  setting  minorities  up  to  fail. 

RECOMMENDATIONS ; 

LEGISLATIVE: 

We  recommend  that  the  General  Assembly  work  cooperatively  with 
the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  to  review  the  need  and  potential  sources 
of  funds  for  a professional  education  program  to  prevent  the  quality  of 
social  welfare  services  to  Pennsylvanians  from  further  regression.  Emphasis 
should  be  given  to  the  training  of  persons  who  choose  to  work  in  community 
level  programs  which  are  funded  by  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare,  or  whos 
major  sources  of  funds  are  public  monies  through  contractual  agreements  with 
the  State.  Also  see  recommendation  IV  under  Secretary  of  Public  Welfare 
below. 

GOVERNOR : 


We  recommend  that  the  Governor  restore  the  integrity  of  the  Civil 
Service  Commission,  and  assure  that  all  jobs  are  given  on  the  basis  of 
measured  merit.  We  further  recommend  a complete  review  of  promotions 
without  examination  (501  Civil  Service  Regulations)  within  the  Department. 

SECRETARY  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE-: 

We  recommend  that  priority  be  given  to: 

I.  A complete  review,  analysis,  and  rewrite  of  job /position 
classifications  used  by  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare. 

II.  Identification  of  the  skills  and  knowledge  required  for 
adequate  job  performance  at  all  levels  of  the  Department,  and  addition 
of  appropriate  training  requirements.  This  will  require  strong  input  from 
the  unions  and  professional  associations. 

III.  A needs  assessment  for  training  with  a clear  rationale  for 
determining  what  can  be  done  through  in-service  training  and  what  must  be 
acquired  through  other  sources.  This  should  include  a definitive  plan 
for  the  use  of  Title  XX  training  funds,  control  of  which  should  be  returned 
to  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare. 

IV.  Place  an  immediate  freeze  on  promotions  without  examination 
until  Recommendations  I,  II,  and  III  are  completed. 


V.  Development  of  an  affirmative  action  training  plan. 
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PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE  GRANTS: 


Public  Assistance  grants  in  Pennsylvania  have  dropped  to  a 
perilous  low  of  70%  of  the  State's  standard  for  maintenance  of  health 
and  decency.  With  food  stamps  added,  the  rate  rises  to  slightly  over 
85%.  Some  improvement  in  the  food  stamp  program  should  be  felt  with 
the  lifting,  in  January  1979,  of  the  purchase  requirement  which  pre- 
viously prevented  many  people  from  receiving  food  stamps  because  of 
the  press  of  meeting  other  costs  such  as  housing  and  fuel.  Nevertheless, 
the  situation  is  serious.* 

We  believe  that  feeding,  clothing  and  housing  its  dependent 
citizens  should  be  the  first  priority  of  a State  Government.  That  these 
needs  are  not  being  met  is  incontrovertable . 

.Therefore,  we  implore  immediate  action  on  a grant  increase. 
RECOMMENDATIONS : 

LEGISLATIVE: 


We  recommend  that  the  General  Assembly  approve  the  Governor's 
request  for  a grant  increase  for  public  assistance  recipients.  Should 
the  Governor  not  make  such  a request,  we  recommend  at  least  a five 
per  cent  increase  be  granted. 

GOVERNOR: 

We  recommend  that  the  Governor  include  in  his  1979-80  budget 
an  increase  of  at  least  five  per  cent  for  Public  Assistance  grants. 

SECRETARY  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE: 


We  recommend  that  the  Secretary  inform  the  public  of  the 
current  living  standards  for  public  assistance  recipients,  and  to  be 
an  outspoken  advocate  for  the  impoverished.  We  recognize  that  the 
State  Board  of  Public  Welfare  has  a responsibility  to  help  in  that  process. 


*Most  of  the  issues  as  well  as  facts  and  figures  can  be  found  in  the 
Department  of  Public  Welfare  publication  "Poverty  in  Pennsylvania", 
THE  CHALLENGE,  May,  1977. 
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CITIZEN  PARTICIPATION: 


THE  BOARD  URGES  THAT  CITIZEN  PARTICIPATION  IN  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
PUBLIC  WELFARE  BE  STRENGTHENED. 

As  a body  of  active  citizen  participants  in  government , we  believe 
that  citizens  in  a non-partisan  way  can  serve  as  a mediating  structure 
between  the  people  of  the  Gomraonwealth  and  government,  and,  if  wisely  chosen, 
can  participate  actively  in  the  broad  decision-making  processes. 

The  degree  to  which  citizens  can  have  beneficial  impact  on 
governmental  agencies  through  the  formal  structure  is  dependent  upon  mutual 
trust,  respect,  and  agreement  on  delineation  of  roles.  It  has  been  the 
latter  on  which  most  experiments  in  citizen  participation  have  failed. 

Without  clearly  defined  roles  and  responsibilities,  neither  the  agency  nor 
the  citizen  group  can  know  what  to  expect  of  each  other. 

It  cannot  be  expected  that  in  any  complex  organization  or  program 
the  citizen  participant  will  acquire  a complete  understanding  of  the  organi- 
zation. Consequently,  it  is  doubtful  that  she/he  will  contribute  much  in 
terms  of  day-to-day  policy-making  or  operational  decisions.  However, 
decisions  are  made  which  have  significant  impact  on  the  future  direction  of 
the  Department  and  the  provision  of  social  welfare  services  in  Pennsylvania. 

We  believe  that  major  new  programs  should  not  be  planned  or  launched  without 
the  active  involvement  of  the  duly-constituted  advisory  structures  in  the 
Department.  We  believe  that  structural  reorganization  should  not  occur 
without  citizen  input.  And  further,  we  believe  that  the  State  Board  and  the 
program  advisory  committees  should  be  involved  at  various  stages  of  the  budget 
preparation  process  of  the  Department. 

There  are  several  important  things  that  citizens  can  bring  to  the 
bureaucracy.  First  and  foremost,  if  appointments  have  been  carefully  made, 
citizens  may  bring  special  talents,  knowledge  or  skills  to  bear  in  their 
advisory  capacities.  These  may  include,  but  should  not  be  limited  to,  such 
areas  as  media  communications,  administration  and  management,  community 
planning,  professional  expertise,  knowledge  of  local  service  operations,  and 
inter-disciplinary  skills.  And  in  advice-giving,  citizens  can  be  more 
objective  and  less  hampered  by  position/status  considerations  or  special 
interests.  Citizens  are  often  able  to  see  the  "big  picture"  when  the 
decision-makers  are  bogged  in  the  mire  of  bureaucratic  detail  and  territorial 
imperatives.  Citizens  can  hold  up  the  mirror  which  often  reflects  distorted 
logic . 


Citizens  also  have  a role  to  play,  as  we  noted  before,  in  being  a 
mediating  structure  between  the  bureaucracy  and  the  citizens  they  represent. 

They  can  often  assess  and  reflect  prevailing  concerns,  issues,  and  opinions 
which  they  find  in  their  community,  in  their  peer  group,  and  among  their 
constituency  if  they  happen  to  be  a leader  or  member  of  other  organized 
groups.  In  return  they  can  engage  in  meaningful  public  education  through 
special  publications,  public  hearings,  participating  in  public  meetings  or 
in  coalition  with  other  groups  of  similar  interests. 

We  estimate  that  the  number  of  citizens  who  participate  in  the 
affairs  of  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  and  in  its  programs  at  the  local 
level  number  in  the  thousands.  Yet  little  attention  has  ever  been  given  to 
developing  the  potential  benefits  that  could  accrue  on  behalf  of  the 
Department  and  its  programs  through  the  systematic  identification,  organization, 
and  unification  of  citizen  participation.  Most  participants  are  dedicated  and 
helping  individuals  who  are  willing  to  give  of  their  time  and  their  talent. 
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if  given  the  opportunity. 


Unfortunately  that  has  not  been  the  case.  At  the  Central  level 
of  the  Department,  the  Administrative  Code  established  the  State  Board  of 
Public  Welfare  and  six  Program  Advisory  Committees;  Mental  Health/Mental 
Retardation,  Children  and  Youth,  Aging,  Visually  Handicapped,  Public 
Assistance,  and  General  and  Special  Hospitals.  The  Aging  functions  are 
now  not  a part  of  the  Department,  and  most  of  the  functions  which  were  the 
concern  of  the  Advisory  Committee  on  General  and  Special  Hospitals  are  now 
within  the  Health  Department.  It  has  been  several  years  since  there  have 
been  functioning  committees  for  Children  and  Youth  and  Public  Assistance. 
Only  recently,  after  two  years  of  constant  prodding  by  the  State  Board,  have 
those  two  committees  been  reconstituted.  The  Department  has  committed  no 
staff  to  oversee  the  citizen  participation  function,  but  instead  has  allowed 
the  various  programs  to  do  as  they  see  fit.  The  State  Board  fortunately  had 
been  able  to  obtain  a full-time  staff  person  with  the  agreement  that  he  is 
staff  of 'the  Board,  and  is  not  Departmental  staff  to  do  Board  work.  The 
program  offices  assign  staff  as  necessary  to  provide  services  to  the  active 
Advisory  Committees:  Mental  Health/Mental  Retardation  and  Visually  Hanci- 
capped  (and  previously  - Aging) . 

In  addition,  there  is  no  system  of  communication  or  interaction 
between  the  Central  Office  Advisory  Committees,  the  few  advisory  committees 
attached  to  the  Regional  Offices,  and  local  committees,  i.e.,  County  Boards 
of  Assistance,  County  MH/MR  Advisory  Committees,  institutional  advisory 
committees  or  County  Children  and  Youth  Advisory  Committees.* 

State  Board  members,  some  who  have  been  citizen  participants  for 
a number  of  years,  report  that  their  experience  has  been  somewhat  uneven 
and  inconsistent  over  the  years.  At  times,  they  report,  their  advice  has 
been  honestly  sought  on  important  decisions  to  be  made.  More  recent  ex- 
perience, however,  has  tended  to  fall  into  a less  than  satisfactory  pattern. 
For  the  most  part  no  advice  is  asked  on  pending  decisions,  and  information 
is  not  given  until  after  the  decisions  are  made.  This  is  usually  in  the 
form  of  the  Department  informing  the  Board  as  to  what  decisions  have  been 
made  and  how  it  will  be  implemented.  The  Board  has  generally  declined  to 
"rubber-stamp”  major  decisions  of  xvhich  they  have  not  been  a part.  It  has, 
therefore,  been  necessary  for  the  Board  to  identify  issues  on  its  oxen,  give 
unsolicited  advice,  and  hope  someone  will  take  their  viexes  into  account. 

We  do  not  believe  that  this  is  the  way  the  State  Board  xeas  intended  to 
function. 


Finally,  among  the  tons  of  manuals  and  procedures,  there  are  not 
to  be  found  any  manuals,  guidelines,  or  written  commitment  to  the  use  of 
citizens . 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

LEGISIATIVE; 


We  recommend  that  the  General  Assembly  cooperate  xjith  the  State 
Board  of  Public  Welfare  and  the  Department  to  draft  legislation  x-zhich  xmll 
realign  the  advisory  structure  of  the  Department  to  conform  'with  current 
organization  and  function. 


*For  an  expanded  view  of  citizen  participation  issues  in  the  Department,  also  see: 
"Citizen  Participation  in  Action;  The  Proceedings  of  the  First  Annual  Meeting  of 
the  State  Board  of  Public  Welfare  and  the  Program  Advisory  Committees",  - State 
Board  of  Public  Welfare,  April  1978,  23  pp. 
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GOVERNOR: 


We  recommend  that  the  Governor  give  citizen  participation  in 
government  a high  priority.  Specifically,  we  recommend  that  the  work 
begun  by  Stuart  Langton,  Ph.D.  on  the  participatory  structures  in 
Pennsylvania  be  carefully  reviewed.  If  it  is  found  to  be  still  as 
pertinent  as  we  believe,  it  should  be  continued. 

SECRETARY  OF  PUBLIC  LTILFARE: 


We  recommend  that  the  Secretary  establish  at  the  highest 
level  of  the  Department  a staff  office  with  authority  to  coordinate 
citizen  participation  at  all  levels. 
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APPENDIX  I 


Powers,  Duties  and  Goals  of  the 
State  Board  of  Public  Welfare 

The  State  Board  of  Public  Welfare  was  established  by  Act  of 
April,  1929  (P.L.  177),  as  amended,  as  an  advisory  body  to,  and  a con- 
sultive body  of  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare. 

As  such,  the  State  Board  functions  as  the  highest  of  the 
many  levels  of  citizen  participation  structures  related  to  the  Department. 
With  dedication  to  the  principle  of  citizen  input  within  the  governmental 
process,  its  members  through  their  nonpartisan  study,  deliberation,  and 
interaction  - attempt  to  provide  one  of  the  many  links  between  the  citizens 
of  the  Commonwealth  and  their  government. 

The  following  powers  and  duties  are  enumerated: 

(a)  To  participate  in  the  development  of  broad 
outlines  of  policy  and  in  the  formulation 
of  long-range  programs  and  objectives  of 
the  Department  of  Public  Welfare. 

(b)  To  interpret  such  programs  and  objectives 
to  the  public;  and, 

(c)  To  advise  the  Secretary  of  Public  Welfare, 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  with 
respect  to  the  policies,  programs,  objectives 
and  functioning  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Welfare . 

The  Rules  of  Procedure  of  the  State  Board  state  the  following 

goals : 

A.  To  promote  the  development  of  relevant,  enlightened, 
and  sound  social  welfare  policies  and  programs  for 
the  Commonwealth  through: 

(1)  The  provision  of  constructive  advice  to  the 
Office  of  the  Governor. 

(2)  Communication  and  consultation  with  appro- 
priate committees  of  the  General  Assembly. 

(3)  Study,  review,  and  public  comment  on  proposed 
or  pending  social  welfare  Legislation. 

(4)  The  provision  of  information  to  the  public 
through  the  mass  media,  selective  publication 
and  other  methods  of  dissemination  to  highlight 
accomplishments  or  needed  changes  in  the  social 
welfare  system  of  the  Commonwealth. 

B.  To  promote  the  professional,  humane  and  efficient 
operation  of  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  through: 

(1)  Frequent  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of 
Public  Welfare  in  regard  to  current  and 
proposed  program  goals  and  objectives;  general 
policy  issuances;  organizational  structures; 
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citizen  participation;  methods  of  service 
delivery;  staffing,  cost-effectiveness;  and 
goal  achievements. 


(2)  Direct  consultation  with  other  Departmental 
officials,  as  necessary. 

(3)  Independent  study  of  Departmental  programs 
and  operations  as  determined  by  the  Board. 

C.  To  encourage  and  assist  citizens  to  participate  in 

governmental  decision-making  through: 

(1)  Communication,  cooperation,  and  support  of 
the  legislatively  mandated  program  advisory 
committees  of  the  Department  as  well  as  those 
created  by  administrative  fiat. 

(2)  Communication,  cooperation  and  support  of  local 
administrative  and  advisory  boards  or  committees 
related  to  Departmental  programs. 

(3)  Providing  a forum  for  intercommunication  among 
boards  and  committees. 

(4)  Leadership  in  coalition-building  among  boards 
and  committees  around  specific  social  welfare 
issues . 

D.  To  promote  the  enlightenment  of  the  citizens  of  the 

Commonwealth  on  issues  of  social  welfare  policy  and 

the  functioning  of  the  Department  through: 

(1)  Mass  media  communication. 

(2)  Participation  in  public  forums  related  to 
social  welfare  issues. 

(3)  Leadership  in  the  formation  or  as  participant 
in  coalitions  of  public  or  private  groups 

or  associations  which  promote  the  goals  of 
the  State  Board. 

(4)  The  holding  of  public  hearings  on  selected 
issues  of  public  social  welfare  policy.* 


*From:  State  Board  of  Public  Welfare  - Rules  of  Procedure,  FP'  'L-'S. 
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